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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 present a description of the existing visual resources 
(including the Atascosa Mountains and Sycamore Canyon) and analyze the 
potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project. Likewise, 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present a description of the existing biological 
resources and analyze the potential impacts to these resources. 
 
Due to visual impacts through densely populated areas, and the potential 
impacts to cultural resources, the I-19 Corridor was eliminated from further 
analysis as viable action alternative (see Section 2.1.5 of the Final EIS). 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The Federal agencies have revised Sections 4.1.1, Land Use; Section 4.12, 
Transportation; and Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts of the Final EIS based 
on the U.S. Border Patrol’s response (USBP 2004) to the Federal agencies’ 
request regarding illegal immigration and law enforcement activities in the 
proposed project vicinity. The U.S. Border Patrol’s response generally re-
enforced the information on which the relevant analysis in the Draft EIS 
was based. The U.S. Border Patrol stated that the roads associated with the 
construction and maintenance of the proposed project would contribute to 
an increase in illegal immigrant and narcotic smugglers in the area and 
affect U.S. Border Patrol operations. The effects of these activities are 
reflected in the Final EIS in the sections listed above.  
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Comment No. 1 
 
Section 3.2 presents a description of the existing visual resources and 
Section 4.2 analyzes the potential impacts to these resources from the 
proposed project, including impacts to the Coronado National Forest. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The Federal agencies have revised Sections 4.1.1, Land Use; Section 4.12, 
Transportation; and Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts of the Final EIS based 
on the U.S. Border Patrol’s response (USBP 2004) to the Federal agencies’ 
request regarding illegal immigration, drug smuggling, and law 
enforcement activities in the proposed project vicinity. The U.S. Border 
Patrol’s response generally re-enforced the information on which the 
relevant analysis in the Draft EIS was based. The U.S. Border Patrol stated 
that the roads associated with the construction and maintenance of the 
proposed project would contribute to an increase in illegal immigrant and 
narcotic smugglers in the area and affect U.S. Border Patrol operations. The 
effects of these activities are reflected in the Final EIS in the sections listed 
above.   
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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 present a description of land use and recreation, and 
analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project.   
 
Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller 
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not meet the 
international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS.  (Refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis.) 
 
 

2.3-16 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 

Anderson, Walt 
Page 1 of 1 
 

2 

1 

 

Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 present a description of land use and recreation, and 
analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project.   
 
Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources and analyze 
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
potential impacts to wildlife. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
As stated in Section 4.12, Transportation, TEP would close 1.0 mi (1.6 km) 
of existing classified road for every 1.0 mi (1.6 km) of proposed road to be 
used in the operation or long-term maintenance of the proposed project, 
such that road density on the Coronado National Forest would not be 
affected. The Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National Forest in and of 
itself does not exceed road density limits set forth in the Forest Plan.  Road 
density limits set forth in the Forest Plan are for the Coronado National 
Forest as a whole, not for individual land units or EMAs within the 
Coronado National Forest.  
 
Analysis of the proposed amendments to the Forest Plan associated with the 
proposed project is contained in Appendix H. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources and analyze 
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
potential impacts to sensitive wildlife species. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The commentor’s opinion that the Draft EIS should be withdrawn is noted. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 describe existing visual resources and analyze potential 
impacts to these resources, including potential impacts to the Tumacacori 
Mountains and the Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National Forest. 
 
Sections 3.1, Land Use, and 3.12, Transportation, discuss the IRAs within 
the Coronado National Forest. Sections 4.1, Land Use, and 4.12, 
Transportation, evaluate potential impacts to IRAs. 
 
Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the  
applicant to alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit 
is appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal, as required by NEPA.  The Federal 
agencies do not think the Draft EIS needs to be re-issued. 
 
 

2.3-18 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 

Artley, Dick 
Page 2 of 2 
 

3 
cont. 

 
 

Comment No. 3 (continued) 
 
Potential economic benefit to TEP from the proposed project is outside the 
scope of the EIS.  
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Comment No. 1 
 
The commentor’s opinion that the Draft EIS should be withdrawn is noted. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller 
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not meet the 
international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS.  (Refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis.) 
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Comment No. 1 
  
As explained in Section 3.1, Land Use, each of the three study corridors 
cross a portion of the Coronado National Forest, and each would require a 
Forest Plan amendment (see Appendix H).  However, none of the study 
corridors go through a wilderness area classified as part of the National 
Wilderness Preservation System (Sections 3.1.1 and 4.1.1 address the 
nearest such area, the Pajarita Wilderness). 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Sections 3.1, Land Use, and 3.12, Transportation, discuss the existing roads 
and IRAs within the Coronado National Forest. Sections 4.1, Land Use, and 
4.12, Transportation, evaluate potential impacts related to roads.  
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources and analyze 
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
potential impacts to migratory birds and impacts from invasive (exotic) 
species. Section 4.3.2 states that the long-term reductions in biological 
activity (e.g., lack of vegetation in an area due to construction traffic) tend 
to be more pronounced in arid areas such as the proposed project area where 
biological communities recover very slowly from disturbances.   
 
The Federal agencies have revised Sections 4.1.1, Land Use; Section 4.12, 
Transportation; and Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts of the Final EIS based 
on the U.S. Border Patrol’s response (USBP 2004) to the Federal agencies’ 
request regarding illegal immigration and law enforcement activities in the 
proposed project vicinity. The U.S. Border Patrol’s response generally re-
enforced the information on which the  relevant analysis in the Draft EIS 
was based. The U.S. Border Patrol stated that the roads associated with the 
construction and maintenance of the proposed project would contribute to 
an increase in illegal immigrant and narcotic smugglers in the area and 
affect U.S. Border Patrol operations. The effects of these activities are 
reflected in the Final EIS in the sections listed above.  
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Comment No. 3 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 1 above regarding wilderness areas.  
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s support for the 345-kV 
transmission line. 
 
Comment No. 2 
  
The No Action Alternative only analyzes reasonably foreseeable actions 
that may occur if the proposed project does not occur; none of the actions 
suggested by the commentor fall into this category, and thus are not 
analyzed under the No Action Alternative. 
 
Federal agencies cannot speculate on the actions of the ACC, or any local 
actions in response to ACC orders, such as additions or upgrades to existing 
distribution networks or generators (or a new power plant). 
 
As described in Chapter 5 of the EIS, the Applicant for the proposed PNM 
transmission line project has recently stated the intention to withdraw the 
Presidential Permit Application for that project.  As such, that project is no 
longer reasonably foreseeable and is not assessed in the cumulative impact 
section of this TEP Final EIS. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Section 4.5.2 discusses potential socioeconomic impacts from the No 
Action Alternative.  Refer to the response to Comment 2 above regarding 
the No Action Alternative. 
 
Comment No. 4 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 2 above regarding analysis of PNM’s 
proposed project and a new power plant.  
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Comment No. 5 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. The Federal agencies 
agree that there are negative environmental impacts associated with 
construction and operation of a power plant.  Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis, has been revised to 
describe the types of environmental impacts that could be associated with a 
new power generating facility. 
 
Comment No. 6 
 
The calculation of power loss is beyond the scope of the EIS (the EIS 
analyzes the potential environmental impacts resulting from the proposed 
project or the No Action Alternative). Refer to the response to Comment 2 
above for discussion of the No Action Alternative. 
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